geographical interdependence and historical pathdependency. Economïc globalisation, shifting patterns of political governance and new expressions of community and identity are all part of this growing complexity, both as contributors and responses to it. Interactions within and between processes and systems constantly generate unpredictable outcomes and surprises; the result is a world that is inherently less predictable and knowable. In this context, conventional models that have guided the study of environment and development interventions, based on notions of equilibrium and predictability, fail to hold up.
In this Bulletin, we focus on local natural resource issues as one key area of environmental governance, asking how rural people sustain their livelihoods in an uncertain world and what institutional arrangements mediate their access to resources. We argue that the recognition of uncertainty and complexity requires a significant re-thinking of conventional wisdom concerning resources, resource users, community and institutions governing common property The past few decades have seen community-based, decentralised and participatory approaches to natural resource management proliferate in national and international donor agendas. While these approaches have rightly focused on the role of local people and institutions in resource use and conservation, their efforts have often been undermined by failure to take on board sociopolitical, economic and ecological dynamics and complexities ranging from the local to the global. Thus, in the run-up to the 2002 Johannesburg (Rio + 10) Summit, it is a good time to reflect on how assumptions shaping the landscape of environment and development can be more attuned to the uncertain world we live in, in order to develop more appropriate and effective approaches to environmental governance.
Uncertainty describes a situation where we don't know what we don't know. This is importantly distinct from risk, where probabilities of outcomes can be calculated (cf. KnIght 1921; Douglas 1985) .
We highlight four different types of uncertainty relevant to people's use of natural resources (see Mehta et al. 1999 for a more complete discussion).
Ecological uncertainties
Environments have usually been understood in terms of being stable and in balance. Any shifts are seen to disturb this. However, changing understandings in ecology have challenged such ideas (e.g. Zimmerer 1994; Scoones 1999): ecosystems are increasingly seen to be characterised by variability and unpredictability, with nonequilibrial dynamics often being the norm.
Livelihood uncertainties
Natural resource management has tended to focus on the micro level, ignoring the unpredictable nature of broader ecological, economic and social processes, and the uncertainties they create for local livelihoods. Rapid and unexpected environmental change originating elsewhere can cause hazards such as droughts, floods and pollution, affecting people's natural environments and their livelihood strategies. Economic systems, too, are in a constant state of flux with, for example, global capital flows or exchange rate fluctuations affecting the livelihoods of local cultivators and determining the future of their products.
Knowledge uncertainties
Uncertainty in knowledge results out of the partial and incomplete nature of different kinds of knowledges. Both lay and scientific knowledge perspectives are plural, partial, contingent, situated and contested (e.g. Funtowicz and Ravetz. 1993; Wynne 1990; Harding 1987) and are located within particular institutional settings. The focus on knowledge uncertainties helps us to appreciate the multiple meanings and viewpoints that different people attach to natural resources, and their plural and partial nature (Mehta et al. 1999 also succeeded in undermining the simplistic premises of the 'tragedy of the commons' hypothesis and the policy implications that followed from it. By demonstrating theoretically, and in some cases empirically, the potential for collective action in natural resource management, this work has provided a foundation for a whole wave of experimentation in community-based management founded on common property resources.
The transaction-cost and collective-action approaches central to NIE see institutions as key in eliminating uncertainty (see North 1990; Williamson 1985; Ostrom 1990 ). In the transaction-cost approach, 'institutions' are seen as encompassing the formal rules and conventions and also informal codes of behaviour or norms that regulate human behaviour (North 1990 ). These institutions serve to minimise the costs of constantly monitoring and responding to others' individually motivated behaviour and are thus efficient ways to reduce certain types of uncertainty Common property analysts often take their theoretical grounding from game theory and show how rules can be purposively crafted to produce collective action (Ostrom 1990 ). Institutions are seen as 'rules of the game' and collective action is seen as a rational option that produces results beneficial to all, whereas self-interested action would produce sub-optimal results for the collective. In such thinking, institutions regulate action to eliminate uncertainty, with the latter seen largely in terms of people's behaviour.
There is no denyïng the important policy lessons that arise from these approaches. Recognising the importance of institutions has resulted in investment in establishing formal legal systems, fixing property regimes, and formalising informal institutional arrangements. CPR theory establishes the conditions under which these institutions will work best and specifies 'design principles' that include the need for clear resource boundaries, relative socio-economic homogeneity among users, sanctions, rules, monitoring and so on (Ostrom 1990; Wade 1988) . A wide variety of empirical cases indicate, however, that these conditions are not so easy to recreate, and that institutions that are already managing natural resources were rarely designed for such purposes (Lawry 1990; Mehta forthcoming (Mehta et al. 1999) . The use of simplistic notions of the 'community' and community-based sustainable development in natural resource governance has also been criticised (see e.g. Li 1996; Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Mosse 1997; Leach et al. 1999) . Such perspectives encourage a vision of community as bounded, homogenous, local and designated to a particular 'user group', neglecting questions of social difference and the diverse, sometimes conflicting, concerns of resource users.
Emerging Views
We argue that taking uncertainty seriously requires a rethinking of certain key assumptions embedded in oversimplistic applications of such CPR areas, bounded communities and rule-based management, emerging views look at multiple levels (global to local) and diversity (in terms of livelihoods and perceptions), and see institutions as part of a constant process of negotiation that involves power and conflicting interests within communities, and between their members and other actors. Emerging views try to break down the distinctions between locallglobal and between formallinformal institutions in order to understand better the complexities and uncertainties that face the governance of natural resources today Emerging views have also enhanced our understanding of institutions. There is no standard definition of institutions and they can be seen as either enabling (in terms of providing means through which people negotiate their ways through the world) or constraining (in providing rules for action). While mainstream views have tended to focus on institutions either as rules or as formal organisations, emerging views shy away from Source: Mehta et st (1999) functionalist and managerialist perspectives. Instead, institutions are viewed in more processual and dynamic terms and as the products of social and political practices.
Thus a recasting of the theoretical lens through which social and institutional arrangements are seen, suggests a questioning of the managerialist 4 approach, based on 'design principles', for natural resource governance. Instead, with the acknowledgement of uncertainty and complexity as the starting point, a much more nuanced approach emerges -one where institutions are viewed as inextricably linked with people's cultures, beliefs arid life-world. In this view, institutions are then seen as social practices and sites of ongoing 
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